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Teaghers' thoughts and decisions are the focus of studies currently - —

at Michigan State University's Institute for Research on Teach~ |
‘ . )

ing iIRT)% The IRT was founded.in April 1976 with a $3 6 mlllion grang:from

the Vatlonal Institute of Educat¥on., A new grant obtained in 1981 from the

NIE extends the IRT s work through 1984, ?unding is also received from

2

’ * t

-

other agéncies and foundations The Instltute has majon prOJects 1nvest1gating

< ., *

teacher decis1onhmak1dg, 1ncf8&1ng sgudles of (\Sdlng diagnos1s and remediation,

& 4 G\, .
u . - .
classroom management %trgtegies, instruct:on in the areas of. language arts,
- ¢ » te ‘(‘ <

;;-eadfngl and.*athemétlcs,.teacher educatlon,.teacher plahning ﬁeffects of
v e Y/

AT ~
/
external prescuresqon xeachers“ decisions, socio-cultural factors, and

© -
|c * LY ‘ . -‘. - »

f ’ ,Qeachergi pefcéptions Ef student.aﬁfest. Researchers from many different

. o s - .
‘disciplines co:perate:hflRT résearchx In addltion, public school tefchers -

v g
N e . -

work“at'IRT as half—tlme colLaborators in, research helplng to design and

'plan'studies; _ollect.data, andranalyze results, 'The.Institute publishes

research reports, conference proceedlngs, occas1onal papers, and a free o

. ~
i -

..

quarterly newsletter for practltloners.‘ For more information or to be placed-
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on the IRT malring llSt please'wrlte to:: Ihe IRT Editor, 252 Erickson,'MSU,

N East Lans1ng, Michlgan‘488%f.. : ' . _
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: . : ¢ ;
Co-Directors ere E. Brophy and Andrew C. Porter :
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Associate ﬁirectors: Judith E. Lanier and Lee S. Shulman .v .
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C2 teach reading Recently, however, a, chhnge has occurréd vl
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AN ANALYSIS OF THE INSTRUCTION'
IN- READING INSTRUCTIONAL RESE.ARCH1 ’ :

- s

Gerald G. Duffy and Laura R. Roehler?. - , ,

Researchers of reading have long been interested ih the

P

: processes of reading and how individuals learn to read. . Less

- -
- ¥ . te a -5 3y

emphas1s has been Dlaced og 1nstruction and~what teachers do to

. - . I
(\\ < Al o @ -

hd .

Stimulated ‘by findings from tesearch on teacﬁﬁng—and—hy cﬁE_EEEEE"T—

of practitioners, more andzmore readlng research has,fbcused
“a . / ~ '\(

. on instructional issues. For instance,.Durkin (1979) has examined

- - -
LT P N -

° the comprehens1pn 1nstruction in elementary classrooms; Calfee’

- > e

and'PointEouski (1981) have looked at decoding instruction; -

.-

.
.
.

A Y
and Stover (1981) hawe examined the teaching of comprehension of

math story préblems; and Carver and Hoffman (1981) have\examined ,ﬁ’
computerized teaching of fluency. . ) : LT

* ’

- M

1. This paper was presented at a research session on Reading Instructional
sReseRrch at the National Reading Conference, Dallas, 'Texas December”
1981. Much-of the thinking for this%pdAper was done ﬁhile the authors
were on sabbatical from Michigan Statd UniverSity during 1880-1981.°

The writing was done under the auspices of the JRT. s ..
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2. Gerald Duffy is a‘professor of-teacher education in the College of
Education at Michigan State University and was co-coordinator of the
Conceptions of Reéﬁing PrOJect in the IRT. Ldura Roehler is an

' . associate professor of teacher education in the College of Educah‘ﬁn,
Michigan State Un1vers1ty, and was co- -coordinator of the Language Arts

Project in the IRT. The authors gratefully acknowledge the tangible

assistance prov1ded by fheir colleagues at MSU, particularly Drs.

Linda Patriarca, George Sherman, Lee Shhlman and Roy  Wesselman.
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A particular interestghas‘surfaaéd regarding thge instruction

.

of reading comprehension.

3

- For instance,

v

.The Center for the Study

)

’ 'of Reading, University of Illinois, ‘has committed_itseif to-the. -

<

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
.

-

s tudy og dfrect ins

.

truction of comprehension (Note 1),'and the

“

Natidnal Reading Conferenge, led by researchers such as Patty

- ~ . -
.

Ahders (Univérsity of Arizona), Mark Aulls (McGill University),

« James Cunninghap (University of Nexth-Carolina); Michael Kamil — .

Py :“._. . .
;(University of Illinois—Chicagb), P. David Pearson (Universit§‘of’

Illin01s), Mlchael Strange (9n1vers1ty of Texas), and Cathy W11sod

l‘
(Un1versity of Iowa), has 1nl?he last three years sponsored a *
‘. N~ .
cont1nu1ng study of read1ng instructional research in comprehens;on
’~ S
"Fof‘those of us who are concerned about the instructional B

S

/\

this interest in

. ¢ ’
issues associated with reading comprehension,

indtruction is a happy c1rcumstance

result of these efforts

We can expect that,

>

as

1]
4

a-
~

®

. J
the ptactice of teachers ‘and teacher educators regarding effective

o

. <

v

we will soon be in a position to irnform

teaching of reading. t "

Currently, however, progress toward this goal is slow, partly

‘because reéearchersrgf reading instruction, having been less than
. . S : . ]
precise in the use of the term "instruction,"
‘o .o € '
trouble defining what it is we are studying.
- . N 1]

’

are now having .

For instance,
there'is a_debate over,&hat Durkin (1979) really meant when she

«

.reported that the teachers she observed spent ‘little time

~ i

instructing comprehension;

.

Hodges (1980) argues that instruct‘pn

. N

"ismore than what Durkin said it was, while Heap's (Note 2) .

o

.
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*

- argued (Duffy and Roehler, in press). In each casé, instruction

3
: ] . ¢ ’
L - +
& critique of Durkin is based, on yet another definition of what
* ) A , . I . . .
L - . . . !
instruction is. Such lack of clarity regarding the nature of . : .

K3
- ,

instructidn is also illustrated ‘by comparing Barr's t1981) ™~

.

‘insﬁ;pctional focus, the wiew of’fnstruction implicit in the ' .
- N & A . - -

two treatments used-By Hansen (1981), the "corrective'" model used

»

" by Gohen and. Stover (1981), the "story map" presenfed by Beck

s

and McKeaown (1981),. the modeling espoﬁsed by Carnine and Silbert

(21979) and the explicative insgtructional ?chtion for which we have

!
- .

means something different. Yet all of, those cited used the term .o - -
. . e o -, -
«~as~if they shared a ,common definition. This sometimes means thast * ‘

K . ° “

. N L4
researchers have difficulty interpreting the implications-of even
. -~ AN '

the finest research studies, such as.the one in which Calfee and

.

- .

Pﬁinfkowskig(l§8l)Aggnclude_that_instxuc;ionfshould%be—“direcf énd‘*”‘ﬂ"%"’g_k

-

structured" but fail to.specify exactly what that is. While wriety

N il

, in\ viewpoints about instruction is desirable, not knewing where

one person's '"dnstruction' intersects with another's makes it

L2 .
' -difficult for researchers to talk to each other and for the 2
. A3 » .).‘
- 'teachers and’ teacher educators who are the consumers of the -

"

research to know how-the findings inform'practice. Hence, we

. . . . .
need to think rigorously, about what.is jthe "instruction" ‘in ~ ¢

4 * -+
“ . - .
. -

reading iﬁsqr%ctional research. , ' . .o
- M T 4 . * . < ‘. . ¢ \\ 4

This paper .is a-first step.in that direction. It suggests-
! L]

analytic categories for describing and thinking about instguction,

3 +

<

© particulé}iy that found in current research of comprehension

N
9 -




teaching, . We?have’no illuBions about ‘the long-term utility of

* .

this effort.” It no doubfvwill ghd, indeed, ought to be' sopn
made obsolete by more refined, more elegant, and more descriptive

s .

.. . . »
9ffost. It QOes, however, serve as an example of the type of
': ~ L} . : - * -
thinking we feel must be done if we are to become more precise
in-our study of instruction.’ It.is=off§red here in the hope -

- [

that it will challenge others to develop

¢ -

a "grammar of instruction''--

L » 4

~a description of the compénents of instruction and their

~

interrelationships. . !
P . .

he Analytic Categories of Instruction

tional research, we)analyzed studies. currently being reported and *

. .triea to rationally determine what instrucgtional distimactions are

being made. The result was.eight analytic categoties, starting with
the broadest distinctions about the meaning of instruction and moving
. > . . ; .
steadily through finer and fiher distinctions. Each analytic cate-
b4

v
. “

gory is identified with an arabic numeral and includes one or more

‘distinct conceptual types, although we realize that in practiée such

*

distinctions are seldom cleat and that, indeed, teachers may’éome;imes
. v

deliberately combine types.

q

’

. e L T s e TN . e
Figure 1 provides am overview of the direction the aralysis

[

L} . -
takes. Note that the eight categories are divided into three_

- sub—§éts: Categoriestl-3 describe thenrhetorécal distinctions

-

that are often made” about instruction, providing a backérqpnd to

- - L)

“n -

P -
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the analysis of the instrucgipn found in current instfuctional
‘ - -~
research (see Figure 2, page 10); Categories 4 and 5 describe the

’

global ingredients which are desgriptive of the instructional . —_

\ o mode currently being‘researghed (see Figure 3, pagelld); and

’ . : ) K ' ' ‘
. " -Categories 6-8 describe the specific pedagogical behaviors '

being studied in reading.instructional research (see ‘Figure 4, { v

page 20). Note also that the anélysis'progresses to the right .
L ¢ , ° . P
in Figure 1, rather than developing in balance. This is because

s . . : 4
the reading instructional research currently being reported is

almost exclusively of the "direct instruction" mode. Because
< : ' ) . ’
. ; " the other modes are giscussed but seldom researched, there was no

' 5

instructipn te analyze-in-these modFSu T, . 7 - F

.

. s . Categories 1-3: Rhetorical Distinctions

-

.  These seldot-researched but much-discussed distinctions focus

. ped

on broad differentiations about instruction and result in four

-
o . - -

thgpfétically—feasible modes of instruction. While ondyone of -

’ . 4

modes <dis represented in current reading ihstructional resefrch, B
L

-

o . these
t A .
" * < all four are important, since many of the debates about the way -
& - . , . 'e'.\‘ . .
comprehension should be "taught are based on these rhetorical .
» »

'

. . . o

distinctions.
- : ’ ~ g
. Category 1, The first category is strictly definitional. ,
% I3
»e 4 ’

- It makes a distinction between what to teach and how to teach it.

. .‘. ——
The question of 'what to teach" is a curriculum issue’ -its focus
-

" .

g ) . ’ .
is the content to be selected for instruction.’, Instruction, Hhbwever,
- » . ~

*
. ' ’ - 4
- - L4 L]

s . .

L . . , . ' . .
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~~ instructional restarch, the first distinction is betweén "the what"

i P . e ° . /‘. ’ + .
. ' . P
.

refers to how-oﬁe‘imparps'this content °to 1ea;p¢rs._ While instruc-
1 e .

PR ~ . .

tion cannot occur without content, and teaching effectiveness,
~ - i \ Ty

depends b@th on teaching the right thing and teaching it well, - ) r

the "what to" and "how to" questions are nevertheless conceptually

Y

different. | Concerns such as whether we should inélqde more ° \: / )
, A . .

,
>
- ] .

]

writing in the reading period, or whether wel should teach’

'
. , ‘

a .
syllables yather than phonograms are problems of "what tq teach."

Instruction--the "how to"--occurs ,after such content desicions have - .

-

P . P . 4 - . S
béen made. Consequently, in andlyzing the “instruction in reading . ‘
> Y P v

.

1
Ay < >~

o . . . 7
sand d't:he‘how.'L' “Instruction refers to the latter.- . . ¢ ,
) - - . .

Category 2. The sébopd'category focusesﬂxfthe.soﬁrce of the

y
. g . K L.
- . ~ l

“

materials of'instruction, since all readiﬁg instruction implies that .

something must be read. Two concéptual types are possible here |

¥ ——

(although we remind you again that, in practice, they can be

combined). The first conceptual type is "textbookzbound":

.
-

.' LY . { . L3

. instruction. Such imstruction is based on the assumption that

students %ill read a textbook of one kind or another. *The basal
, .

textbeok is the, prevalent éﬂample found at the elementary level, :

3
~

although softback programmed materials, instructicdnal kits and ¢
L , . . T e ’ o
even computer assisted tnstruction are of this conceptual type.

. .

-

The ssgond conceptual type in this category is "textggok o
N -
free" reading instruction. Such instruction is~based on the ,

. assumption that students will not use a textbook; instead, ‘

- \ ~
.

. reading materials will be selected and/or created by the students

»

’ ¢

-2

B 1
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-

themselves. Most versions of the langdage experience approach are
L4

< . <
> - .

typical df this type, as are'"individualized réading' approaches - : .
. . , , . : s,
that call for the use gf trade-books. - -« . T

*

,' Categofz‘j. Thig category focuses on'the teacher's instruc-
- - 2 € N . /
4 ] . .

Co..
tional role when'bringing students together with the materials.

- ot - . N . N . .

‘This role can be one of two types. In the first, the teacher . .

[ <
‘4brings~the~materials and students-together according to the T\\
. s . ". rd , ’ .

“directives of am instructional.desigﬁ (either prescribed or - -

PRI - i

[/ W . - N
(deVeloped by. the teacher) which 1ﬂcludes a loglcally developed - . .

)
“r < .~ -

sequence df both content and instruction 1 activities; in the’ .

»

il - : N ' . .

-

<

»

-

second, the tgacher allows children to e pldre and experlenge“the’- .

-
-,
. '1;

materials in anaunstructured manner and-responds in approprlate wa¥s

- .

- . . t PR v
to -the 'teachable moments" that arise from such encounters, .
. . .

g . T P . , =
Rhetbrically, this distinction between "designed" and "responsive" .
& - .
~ . . .® , . . . . (
instruction is a crucially important one.'-Designe?/instruction

v .

e . .
« provides opportunity for students to. learn; respomsive instruction

- . R " ‘

waits .for pupil responses that provide the teacher with-the

opportunlty to teach. I’Deslgned 1nstruct10n expects the teacher to

- \‘ ]
o

. adhere closely to the instructional prescription; responsive - .

<

. A

iy

.

instchtLon‘expects spontangous and inventive teacher response$ to

.
. i R —

‘.childredhs interactions with téext. Designed instruction assumes that

. e

instruction creates learning outcomes; responsive instru&tion . o
- . ’ .~

assumes that instruetion facilitates learning outcomes.” In short, -

designed instruction is what gost people are talking about when*fhey

’
.

describe*!"direct instruction" in reading. is?is exemplified by .

-
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ey’

‘4

AEMC ‘

.

.

s - - g TN e
most of the stanﬁard basal”text programs and ‘other commercial

s .

;eading materials found in today's classpooms. Responsive instruction,
on the other hanpd, is more coqfistent'with»the practices espoused

A . ] N ) . T )
by "open, classroom" advocates. In reading, its ideals are - .

reflected in ldnguage experience and individualizéd'readingi§

4 . . ¥
apprqaches. o .
¢ ‘ . P v .. LT ’ ) .,‘ v .
< .o U, , .
- Summary. As seen in Figure 2, the distinctions in the”first .
: \ N \ o ’ v " .

An

~

" three categories result in four possible modec of instruction: =

* -

textbooﬁlbOuhé/designed,‘textbook—bOund/responsive; texthdok—free4 :
designea, and qext%ook-ffée/responsive.; However,-ghile such

- N [
=~ . -\ .

N
1nstructiona1 diver31ty is theoretically possible, only the™ - -

< . . . , - \ ’ -
tektbook—bound/designed mode oE‘instruction ﬁ? reflected in the

- > . ’ f o F\. .t
‘reading 1nstruct10nal research currently beiny’ rePorted.
- .. .. . \ -~
Consequently, we\ngw pursu‘ dur analys1s 1n thas direction °
. ) ‘e G v v - v * K
. -' - , “\g . . \' . g . N
'Categor;es 4 apd 5: Clobal{lngred;ent S P

a

< . I

When examining the' read;ng instructidnal research curren;ly
N

. ’ -

being reporéed;.two characieristics ate apparent.. Firstr as noted

ab0ve,mnear1y all the studies reflect the textbook—hound/designed

L d
o

. 'mode of instruction. Second, within ’his mode,’ certa,in 1nstructional -

' . ) . ~— W

»
charactéristics prevail. These characteristics of textbook bpund/
(:r'_, . . &
designea in'struction are discusses in Cetegpries 4 and 5. -y,

+ Category 4., The fourth analytic category for dgscribing T

.
- . - ‘

= -

.,and thinking about. instruction is the only ane for which.there is

no apparent disagreement.  Regardless of one'szinstructional ‘

- )

¢

-

e

( .. .
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position (esﬁeciglly within the textbook-bound and designed mode),

.~there is ag}eepent that instruction must solicit a résponse .

@

: 1
+ from studgnts and that such responses are best obtained in a

Q - 13 . .

’

. . ‘ . . - .
directed practice situation using the textbook and/or its

associated instructional materials (such as the workbook). JE

»
.

short, practice is a necessary part of instruction. Exeﬂ

- . - . 4 L) ¢
advocates of textbook-free and responsive modes of reading
- , ." . N »
instruction agree that practice is important (although they . i\
[ . T . . .
prefer to call it "experiences with text" or *encounters with

\

print"). Consequently, whapever other diffictilties there may be

in describing the instruction in ®eading instructional research, =

there is no doubt about whether practice will be part of it.

-

It will be. s
Category 5. The complexity of in%truction is revealed in the

fact that, while practice is central to instruction, a variety of

teacher instructional behavior.is expected during practice. The

research ineludes three distinct types.

~

We label the- first '"organizational behaviors.'" These.are the

instructional behaviors teachers use to organize their classroom.
-

!

They include the scheduling and management behaviors associated with
L3 .

allocated instructional time and engaged time on task, the grouping

behaviors assbciated with placing pupils in appropriate reading

groups and the pacing behaviors that, to‘a large degree, govern

the amount: of content covered. Many of the findinés from researth

4 . -




"allpcated to feaaing groups gives priordity to the teacher's

i ' : ' oo
on teaching, especially the'broceSSJProduct studies, have focused
. - \ ‘ .
attention on the importance of such organizational behaviors.

. &
Pl

In reading, Barr's (Nore 3) emphasis on the time resources

Al
.

. o .

. <
function as an brganizer and dispenser of instructional time.

N

The second type of instructional behavior is the teacher's
socio-cultural instructional behaviors. Here, the focus becomes
n‘ X *
the teachexls role in forging working relationships with students,
-- . . ¢
in maintaiq}ng activity flow, in resolving various role confli%ts
and in establishing apd maintaining the classroom social system.

The work of McDeFmoqt 1977), Mehan (1979), Doyle (1979), Au and

Mason (1981), and others are particularly relevant here. The

.

common focus of this teacher instructional behavior is the teacher-
»
e

pupil interaction and its relationship to the social organization

1
2

in the classroom. The assumption is that the teacher's instructional
behavior must solicit student responses within an environment
governed by social and cultural conventions.

The third type of teacher instructional behavior is'iabeled

"verbal-pedagogical." This type of behavior

all discussions of instruction becausé it is

is implicit in nearly
universally assumed

when soliciting

that teachers will say something to’students

responses during practice. Further, it is assumed that-what
- .

teachers say is pedagogically based--that is, that teacher's

verbal interactions with students embody pedagogical strategies

- that intrease the chances that the student will respond

" \)‘ A . J . 1...‘.
ERIC, | ‘ : 10 .

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
.




| e
|

[

sucgéssfully. The various kinds of vérbal—pedaéogica} strategies

e ”

>

“found in current reading instructional research are discussed

-

in Category 7.

¢

Summary. As seen in Figire 3, the textbook—bdund and -

@ .

ERIC

designed mode of -instructional always focus on student response
. +

to directed practice and call for organizational behaviors,

éoc;al management beﬁa;iors, and verbal-pedagogical behaviors

by teachers. Since such specific verbal-pedagegical: teacher

behaviors are the-topic of muqH of the reading instructional .

s . .
research, they are the focds of categories 6-8,

Y

T . &

Categories 6-8: Specific Pedagogical Behaviors
> :

As noted in Category 5 above, effective teaching requires

at least three kinds of teacher instructional behavior since -
(1) classrooms must be.organized, (2) instruction must be

conducted within a social system and (3) teachers must say

o

helpful things to studenls{ It is the specifics of the latter

set of teacher behaviors that now becomes our focus,

- .

Category 6. While it }s generally agreed th§tfteachers

ought to say helpful things to students, the source of such

[ -
- . S oL »
instructional comments takes two foMns. The first {and most

prevalent) is typified by the standard basal textbook in which

.
°

the design prescribes both the curricular sequence and.the

R

sequence of instructional activities but stops short of

— N .

- specifying the exact words the teacher must use when presenting

3

~
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. «
instruction, Tit second, like the first, prescribes a design

Ve

for curricular sequence and for instructional activities; in

addition, however, it provides a script that teachers are{

expected to follow verbatim when presenting instruction (e.g.,

DISTAR,  a popqlar~regﬂing program). Thus, an analysis of the instruc-

¢ ¥

-

tion in reading instructional research must include insttuctional

cpmmunications,‘wQether they are to be created and articulated by

. v
teachers themselves or created and scripted for teachers by ''master

>

evelopers osenshine, Note-4).
d 1 " (R hi 4)

A Category 7. Examination of current réading instructional

research (both scripted ?nd'non—scripted) indicates that there

_are five‘Vvérbal—pedagogical" instructional behaviors being
¢ studied: . (1) setting expecfancies, (2) giving directions, (3) '
. . -
monitoring with corrective feedback, (4} mbdeling, and (5)

5

- . . -~
explaining. At first glance, these appear to be’ five distinctly
different types. = However, as we have argue@“elsewhere (Duffy

and Roeh)er, in press), this app%rently diQer%e set of instruc-~

» .
N

tional fehaviors -is really an illusion. When examined in terms

” . : . .
of the assumpsigns upon which they are based, there are only two
[

distigst conceptuai types of verbal-pedagogical behavior.

IS

The first is based on the assumption that if students are
exposed to a task, they will spontaneously develop an intuitive

understanding of how to do it. This type (which we,call

£

"spontaneous generation') includes behaviors 1-4 aboVe. Let's.
4

b
o
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- - ‘ -
’ ] f <
“examine the first one: setting expectancies. ~ The pedagogical .
v é N . '_
strategy is that teachers can help children learn by establishing
. A ) \ ¢
an instructional environmeént in which learners are/expected to

r

use the desired butcome. A recent research exgmple of this

v
r

verbal-pedagogical instructional behavior is Hansen's (1981)

A} , .
question strategy, in which she asked only inference questions of
P Vo \
r ot
one group on the assumption that, by posing only such questions,

the student is encouraged to.learn how to answer them. Pearson
(Note 5) explains that this type of pedagogical strategy may
. ~

work because "the pattern of questions sinks in." In

|

short, students will respond to the teacher's 7xpectancy by

spontaneously developing, an understéndfﬁg of how to do the

cognitive processing required.

A similar belief is reflected in the second verbal-pedagogical

» ~

behavior, in which the ‘teacher gives procedura]l directions for

A
* v

doing the directed practice. The pedagogical trategy is that -

4
the student, if given clear directions for do ng- the, task, will

- v

learn how tq do it. A recent example in reading instructional

ts in the Carver

N ks
.-

research is Fh rections given to the subje

h

and Hoffman:(1981) study oftFOmputer—dSSister instruction of o
fluency. Again, the expectation is that thefdifections and the

A

subsequent directed pracfice will spontaneously produte in
the studept an understanding of how to process the desired outcome.

The third example of teacher "verbal-pedagogical" instructional

» ~', «

behawiof‘iskmonitoring‘with corrective 'feedback. - Here, the teacher

, " M




“r

-

G : *

<

. ‘monitors pupil responses to practice and supplies correctives

& .
when errors are made. . This version of verbal-pedagogical behavior

.

is cited by Cohen and Stover (19§1T in their study of comp%ehgnsion

.of math story problems, by Hodges (1980) in her critique of °

!

Durkin and by Heap (Note 2) in his critique of Durkin. It is

also the type of instruction that Allingg?n (1980) expects when

"he studies teacher interruption,behavior and that Hoffman,

N .

‘O'NeaI and Baker (Note 6) expect when studying teacher feedback

¢
to miscues. The pedagdéical strategy is that teachers can help
) .

children learn if, after errors are made, corrections are provided.

While much depends here upon‘how corrections are provided (with

the scarcity of such descriptive information being one of the

)
.

major frustrations in understanding instruct{on),,the éssumption

frequently seems to be that, if one is corrected enough times,

thé understanding of how to do the task will spontaneously

appear. -

-

The final example of "spontaneous generation" is modeling. *
; p p g ling

Here, the teacher demonstrates the desi;ed response for pupils
priéf to directed prac}iéé. The ped;gogical strategy isathat the
teécher can help the student learn’by haviﬁg the‘studeng fé&low‘
his/her exaﬁéle. Such modeligg is emphasized in Carnine and )

? . '

"Silbert (1979) éﬁd in Hansen's (1981) sér#%egy treatment in which

]
she modeled the inferencing response using a weaving analogy.

d °

Such modeling, however, demonstrates only the resgdnse; it

neither demonstrates the cognitive processing.employbd nor

—
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s .ot

. Pl K -
~ » » ’
. ¢ 18 .
. ! . .
- * ) . - N * -~
. . . A
. ’ < ¢ ’ ° ' Y
‘ illuminates‘how.one arrives at the }esponse. Like the other

L3 . [
. " "spontaneous generation" examples, the.assumption is that both the ‘

>

desired response and an intuitive understanding of hov-to do the . )
. ———— 4 . N

‘required prbcessing will be -achieved spontaneonsly by viftue .

- ‘ . of repeated exposure to the task as it is modeled and respondeg, s

to during directea practice,. ] ’ . . .

' Only one-verbal- pedagoglcal teacher behav1or stands in . . AN
o ; .
contrasf\tb spontaneous generatlon It is teacher explanation

a .

behavior.: Based on the assumption thar teachers should verbally:

'™
explain, to students not only what the correct response is but o )

a «

. also the processing inpolved thls type of verbal- pedagoglcal

> :n'; R * S
teacher behav1or focuses on (1) identifying the cognitive

processing that readers use when successfully eomplefing the ot
] . - * -
task and (2) explicitly explaining to students ho® to do such - .
- oo . ) A} I
processing when reading.‘\$uch verbal-pedagogical behavior

reflects a belief that, because lépguage is a system of conventggns 3 .

<

kY : . . '
s and principles that we all share (albeit sometimes intuitively and
., " l. -

v ., N

. . ¢ : NN
unconsciously), students who do not spontaneously grasp these

v
Ny

conventions and principles should be made aware of them througﬁ

ekplicit explanation. Examples of\various approaches to teacher.

L = - v . ’ . ' Y
‘ ~ explanation behavior follow., . . g - )

Category 8. Although most of the instruction in reading _ Y

4

.. N

n" type, .

instruqtional research reflects the '"spontaneous generatio

113
.

;' . R °
h of verbal-pedagogical behavior, recently, this situation has

o - Pt ° - . -

changed, and\g&ree examples of teacher explanat®on .can now be ) .
- . . . aQ .

-

. . ‘ ' St
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‘The work of Brown afid her“h éagu (198I) at the Center

< o T

for the Study of Reading at the Universﬁty of Ilk1n01s has been
. . 1. Q? «
the most. influential in stlmulatlngcintere in teadher

explanation. They have conducted reSearch of inscructnen

-
v\\d‘

.employing metacognitive strateg;es. Student§ are made gonsciously
- e 5{‘.9’ <9
aware of their own mental progessing *so that they .can’ make sense
o'y e
out of the task and monitor their own thlnklng As Brown (1976)

- . yuoeo g
M

states, it is a process of '"externalizing anﬂinternal mental event."

‘_ The process1ng is de11berate1y and exp11c1t1y erught to the surface

in an attempt to make students consclously aware\\f how they learn }‘

- ! 'I -

“x.and how they know they knoy. It is startingly dlgferent from

P .
. . ‘s .
"spontaneous  generation'" behavior because it does not assume that
. ¢ _—

N\

allhchildrenﬁlearn as a result of repeated equsure to the

task but, rather, that some nrofit from explanations that make
- - A . v ' .

"explieit the processes of reading and thinking. ' . -
. . ' . e
Graves (Note 7), working on the teaching-of vocabuiary meaning
N 3. ’

1
-

at the University of Minnesota, also emphasizes teacher explanation
. ’ ! i a ES{
* behavior. When teaching prefixes ,_for 1n&£ag%e, he emphas1zes the

importance.of brlnglng to awareness the thlnklng processes the, -

3
.

student uses Qhen dealing with-an unknown prgfixed‘word. He
- . - . &" . . / ..
“accomplishes this by making’students'tonsgious_of both' the

facts about prefixes (the conventions and principles that
. . . " ) . R4 .
govern their use) and the strategies for using prefixes:(the

mental processing one uses when uniocking prefixed words).

uses rehedrsals as a medns for making the thinking process

{ER\/
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explicit,,thereby going beyond simple demonstration or other -

forms of «¥spontaneous geheratiodn." "

.
»

We, too, are doing pilot work.on a kind of teacher
explanation behavior. Working withinthé framework of a teacher's ; ‘;&r’ .

" B . R - » :
daily classroom practice, we provide four patterns to be used

immediately preceding directed comprehension practice. When

taken together, these’ patterns constitute a ieaﬁger explanation.

. In the first pattern, the teacher explicitly states: the purpose
oL . \ ' .
T . of the lesson, why it is important and the convention or principle

~

+ ., - to be employed; in the s€tond, he/she models the thinking . N
3 &
o involved in complgting the task with the #ntention of externalizing
. , i

_the internal processes empioyed; in the third, he/she provides

students with a series of assisted steps that are ‘gradually reduced

until the child can do the task alone; and, finally, the teacher’ . »
checks to make sure that e students_are consciously aware of what N
has been taught, Why it is useful and the secret to being able tg v

do it\successfuliy. The intent is not only to teach students to™ | o,

£

get the right answer but also to make them gonsciously-aware of

what they.are doing, how they are doing it "and Hew they know they

‘ — . N ”
have done it successfully. ¢ ’ Co
’ . i Summary. Given that the teacler's ability to sdy helpfnl — -
ce Y . . ) s
.‘{H L thlngs to students is an important instructional behavior, two *

approaches seem to prevaiI: Thevpne that dominates reading .
’ ’

instructional research——lagfled here as "Spontaneous generation'--

’ v
P - v 4

is based on’the belief that the key to 1earning %s implicit in the

A Y - “
RN T . i ;):.- ) . |

bl




. - «

- act of completing the .task and that, therefbré, ‘teachers can be -

most hélpfpl by exposiflg students to the task in various ways.
” . ’ DN , , .

The second--teacher explanation--assumes that some students v

< &

13

will not be‘sensitive tQ "sﬂucil in{plici\f.' cues and tﬁa“t teachers ) .

must make exp})icit for them the p,éo‘ct\a sihg. thatf un&ergi‘fds‘; Q&a/' N .
‘task'. Cleari};,' these are t‘v'ro/élct.alit\;a:l/ly d%ff'erep{ ways t? ’th‘ir'xkl
about reading comgreheﬁsidﬁ insﬁructi;;n.‘ ) . :

. . v

-

. ‘¢, . .t

-— LS
Conclusion R ., .
. /, . e ’

It is difficult éver in the best of times- to degign i -

. -, Pl 7 ) " o,
rigorpus resgarcly stidies, 7to- communicate,with colleagues about .
: L % S : -

« . - . 0 . . R -
syth work, and/t/o report findings &n ways that inform practice.

>
-

- ?

- N . N . —~ >
When the object of ,srpud};ﬂs',a.a’ com}lex as in'str'uc,‘n, the

s

& .

& . , -
, common, nd/progress is sloweX. - L ey 5
v . -~ ¢ . : >
. - ; .

o .

In such 'sit;uations, it#_often helpful to 'apélyze\ the

~ ® ?' y -. (] - (] ?
problems somegimes become .nightmarish, mis-communication becomes ~
. Q Y -
L4 . '

s ‘ . )
phenomenon in terms of catkegories” and to. examine- the distj.\rictions S N

. * . - )
7 between\‘itid/@-hin categorieg. Our analysis of instruction® - - ..
. s 7. : N ' * ]

snégests three sub-sets of such cétegofies: first, distinctiohs
] . B . y T, . x

‘about‘xl defi.nitiqn of instrucdtion, the sot':l‘rE:e of reading materils,

° a?d‘the teacher's role in bripging students -and materials‘tggether;

. ’ v e ' .

second, distinctions about the’tole of spractice and the teacher's
’ . - » ‘ - .

.

’ N . "’ ) ° ) * e o ‘
e Instructional behavioxs during pracg;:ice; and, third, the' teacher's

- A . »

verbal-pedagogical strategies for helping students leary.

’ s . . N
. .
L - -
; , . . B
b ) 1 ' . - 2
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a

own research on teacher éxplanation behavior fits in with other

. -

current studies of reading instructibﬁ. This insight alone

¥

has made this analysis worthwhile.
However, /three broader benefits exist. First, this
{ ~ l\ t

°

Up to now, research efforts in this area have

phenomenon.

o [
been much .like the story about the blind men and the elephant.
8

2 - r
Each researcher has researched his/her own version of

‘instfdétion (the ear or the trunk or the leg) and each

of this limited perception.

v

described instruction in terms

In contrast, this analysis by categories proviafs a ,glimpse’

of the instructional gestalt, and helps us place individual ~ ~

-

v
.

studied within this gestalt.

— ¢ . . 4

-

Secénd, this analysis helps us know what we are getting

’
.

smarter about. For instance, we are getting smarter about
textpook-bound and designed reading instruction (direct
instruction), but we are not learning much about other modes -

& .

.+ of instruction. .Withinvthe textbook-bound ahd deéigned mode,

~ . . A
we know much about teacher behaviors. for organizing instruction

and for operating within the classroom social: system, but we

» ’

A »
"’ know less about the teacher's verbal-pedagogical beh?vior.

v

'Finally, this.analysis helps us understand reléted,iséueq.

[P » €

The debate about instructional-decision-making in reading is

illustrative (Borko, Shavelsoﬁ,
N ’ . ) , ,j i . °
T S

analysis reveals the totality of the reading instruction BRI

& Stern, 1981; Duffy, in press).~

)

~®
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.

e From the perspective of the analysis reported here, the issue

is not whether teachers make instructional decisions or not;

.

. instead; it is that ‘one's expectations about what constitutes

instructional decision—makiné varies greatly depending upon

- &
one's referrent for "instruction." For instance, teachers

employing textbook~bound and designed modes of instruction

are cleat¥ly required to hb a different kind of decision-making
, .
than teachers employing a textbook-free and reactive mode of

instruction. Similarly, teachers following a script do a

'

different kind of ﬂecisfon—making than teachers using a standard
‘ ~ .

- basal. F{nally, teachers whose verbal-pedagogical behavior

- .
is of the "spontaneous generation" type make different types -,

.

of instructional decisions that teachers whose instruction

4

attempts to provide metacognitive explanation. s
" 'There are multiple benefits of such conceptual analyses :

L3

of the instruction in reading instructional research. In a word,

fiowever, the benefit is clarity of communication. Researchers

<

> "~ are better able to talk to each other about thefr work and-teachers

- .

° and teacher educatqrs understand better how the research informs

practice.

v
=8
- [}

The task is not done, however. If researchers are to

" become truly.precise in thelgesign of reading instructional

[}

research, we;must ultimately possess a '"grammar® of instruction."

.

. o We hope this paper is a step towar@achieving this goal.

- .

ERIC - . - . e “ ‘
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